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REMARKS/ARCUMKIVTS 

Claims 1-3 and 5-9 aic curnriUly pending for examination. Claim 9 has been added as 

of fhis amendment. Claim 4 is cancelled as of this amendment. Claims 5-6, and tJ aie 

presently amended. No new marter has been added. 



Objection of Claims 2 and j 

Claimi> 2 and 8 have been objected due to minor informaliries indicated by tin; 
Examiner. The corrections suggested by llic Examiner have been made. Withdrawal of the 
objccLion is respccrfully requested. 

Rejection of Cloimj^ UH under 3g VS,C. i il 

Claims J -8 are rejeeicd under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paiagraph, a.s being indcfniite lor 
failing ro particularly point out and di.stincrly claim the subject maner which applicant regards 
as the invcniion. 

Claims 1-3, 5-6. and « have been amended to add clarity as well as account for other 
dcTieiencies as indicated by the cxmnincr. Claim 4 has been cajKclled. As such, Claims 1-3 
and 5-8 as .imended are believed to presently particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as Uie invention. Withdrawal of the rejection is 
respecirully requested. 

Rejection o f Claims 1-5 and 7 under 35 U.8,C. 102 

Claims 1-5 and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as bcini; ;miieiDaied bv 
Scvereid (US 5,333,693 A). ^ y y 

In order for a reference to be an afiUcipalory refereiKe, the luicrcnce must disclose 
each and every element of the claimed invention. Tr is ixrspetalully submitted dial .Sevcrcid 
does not tench or suggest all the elements recited in Ihc claims. 

Scvcrtrid appears to tench a tractor mounled implement for stump removal and makes 
no mcniiuii i)f bale stacking or hauling. Conversely, the present invention, particularly as 
claimed in Claim I, describes an improvement to a bale wagon, a piece of agricultural 
equipment well known by those in the art as evidenced by the listing of bale wagon related 
patents listed in the specirication of this application. 
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Sevcrcid fails to disclose a **bftle wagon comprising a load bed, a crossbar movable 
along the load bed, and riiKS auachcd lo Ihc movable crossbar" which forms the basis for the 
improvement described in Claim 1. Additionally, Severeid fails to disclose an improvcmcnl 
lo such u bale wagon comprising "attaching the tines to the movable crOKsbur such that the 
tines are pivotally ndjusiablc lo form a line lilt angle measured between an essentially vertical 
surtacc of the ttncs and ihc load bed" as further claimed in Claim 1 - 

For at least these reasons. Claim 1 should be allowed over Utc cilcd art. Claims 2, 3 
and 5-7 depend from Claim I and should be allowed over the cilcd arl for at least the same 
reason as Claim I . Withdrawal ol Ihc rejection is respectfully requested. 

^ejecrion of Qaim 8 under 35 t^S.^- 102 

Claim 8 stands rejected under 33 U.S.C. 102(b) as bemg anticipated by Butler (US 
4,305,690 A). 

in order for a reference to be an anticipatory rcfcrcnoc, Uic reference must disclose 
each and every element of the claimed invention. Il is respectfully submitted that Butler does 
not teach or suggest all the elements rccilcd in Ihc claims. 

Butler appear s lo Icuch a bale wagon for picking up bales of crop material from a field 
ajid forming Ihem inlo a generally symmetrical pyramidal slack of bales on the bale wagon 
for deposit at a desired location, higurc 1 plainly shows a side view of the bale wagon wiih a 
pyramidal stack on board the wagon. This is clearly nor what is taught by die pixrscnl 
invention as claimed in Claim 8. 

Conversely, Claim 8 claims a '^method for unloading licrs of slacked bales from a 
loaded bale wagon to form a larger slack of bales, said method comprising, unloadin^^ a llrs t 
Load o f hales to lean at an an^lc corre spof Kling to a first tilt angle , and then, against said first 
load of bales, unloading a se co nd load of hnle?; from the same wagon at a different tilt angle 
?>clcclcd bv pivota lly a djusting the tines on said bale wagon ." Simply put, claims 8 describes 
a method of forming a large stack of bales from smaller loads of bales in which a l irsl load is 
unloaded and then a second load is unloaded at a different tilt angle from diat of the firsi load. 
Clearly, the cited ari ol Butlcj fails to teach or suggest any such method but instead teaches 
only a metliod for creating and unloading a singly pyramidal stuck. 
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Fur ul least these reasons. Claim 8 as prcsenied should be allowed over rlic cited arl. 
Withdrawal of the rejection is arsjpccU ully requested. 

Re jection of aaim 6 under 35 U.S.C. 103f 

Claim 6 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpnrentablc over Scvcwid. 

Tn Older lo establish ;ii prima facie case of obviousness, tluxsc criteria must be met. 
First, iherc must be some suggestion or motivation, cither in the references themselves or in 
the knowledge generally available lo one of ordinary skill in the Jirr, to modify the it^fcrcnec 
or to combine reference leoehings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of 
success. Finally, the applied reference must teach or suggest nil the claim limilaLions (See 
MPBP§2I43). 

It is respeetfully submincd that the Office Action dou« not meet the criteria for 
establishing a prima facie case of obviousness. Claim 6 depejids from Claim I , which ns 
prcviou2>ly discussed is believed fo bc allowable over the cited art as the Cited ait fails to teiich 
or suggest all of the cited liuiiCations of the claim. Additionally, ns previously mentioned, 
Seveieid teaches a tractor mounted implement for stump removal uikI makes no mention of 
bale slacking or hauling thus giving no sufigcstiofx or niolivalion to one skilled in the art to 
apply any potential teachings to a bale wagon. 

For at least these reasons, Claim 6 should be allowed over the cited art. Withdrawal 
of the rx:jcction is a-spectlvlly requested. 

No fee is hcHcved due in connection witli this Amendment. However, if the 
Commi4jsioner determines Uiat u fee is due, he is authorized lo charge tlie fee to Deposit 
Account No. i'l-OTSO. 

In view of the above remarks, it is hclievcd that the application is in condition for 
allowance. Accordingly, an early Notice of Allowance is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully suhmined. 




Stephen A. Bifechianeri 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 
Reg. No. .14, 928 
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